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Appendix Two 

Analysis of the Dispute Over the 
Length of the Bhagavatam 
(332 or 335 Chapters) 

Some scholars disagree about the number o) chapters in 
Srimad-Bhagavatam. They consider chapters Twelve, Thir- 
teen, and Fourteen of the Tenth Canto interpolated. These 
chapters describe the killing of Aghasura, the stealing of the 
calves and cowherd boys by Lord Brahma, and Brahma's 
prayers to Lord Krsna. The controversy is an old one and 
the dissenting scholars are a diverse group— some are 
Bhagavatam commentators from the Pusti-marga- 
sampradaya of Vallabhacarya, some are from the Madhva- 
sampradaya, and others are from the Sri-sampradaya of 
Ramanujacarya. Of these, only the acaryas of the Vallabha- 
sampradaya have gone to great lengths to substantiate that 
these three chapters are interpolated. Others have only 
mentioned in passing that they consider these chapters in- 
terpolated or have indirectly disapproved of them by not 
commenting on them. 

In contrast, Gaudiya acaryas, along with acaryas of the 
Nimbarka and Sankara sampradayas, and some other well- 
known commentators on Srimad-Bhagavatam, consider the 
three chapters in question authentic. In the Gaudiya line 
Srila Sanatana Gosvamrs Brhad-vaisnava Tosani, Srila Jiva 
Gosvami's Vaisnava Tosani, and Srila Baladeva 
Vidyabhusana's Siddhanta Darpana, briefly state that the 
Gaudiya-sampradaya regards the three chapters as authentic. 

In the 19th century an acarya in the Vallabha-sampradaya, 
Giridhara Lai Gosvami, wrote a lengthy essay entitled 
Adhyaya-traya-praksiptatva-samarthanam (Evidence That 
the Three Chapters Are Interpolated). Not only did the au- 
thor launch a systematic attempt to refute Srila Jiva Gosvami, 
but he depicted him as an acarya-drohi—one who rebels 
against previous acaryas. Lai further claimed that Sri Jiva 
was not even a devotee, what to speak of a recipient of Lord 
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Krsna's mercy. He wrote, " JTva GosvamT is unable to under- 
stand the learned opinion of Sri Vallabhacarya." 

There is a Sanskrit saying, acarya krtva na nivartante, 
"Acaryas do not return to support their writings." Hence it is 
the duty of the followers to defend the valuable conclusions 
left by them. The three chapters in question are virtually the 
commentary on Vyasadeva's statement, krsna s tu bhagavan 
svayam — Krsna is the original Supreme Person. If they are 
rejected, Srila Vyasadeva's very purpose forwriting the book 
would not be fulfilled. Lai's critique virtually includes all points 
his predecessor acaryas gave in their attempt to establish 
that the Bhagavatam has only 332 chapters. Thus, if his 
essay is refuted, all such lesser ones will automatically col- 
lapse as per the logic called pradhana-malla-barhana 
nyaya—H the champion wrestler is defeated, then all other con- 
tenders are defeated. Here I shall give the gist of his views, 
then respond with the evidence given by the GaudTya acaryas. 

My purpose is not to criticize those who do not accept 
these three chapters as part of the Srimad-Bhagavatam; 
rather it is to uphold the conclusive opinion of JTva GosvamT. 
This I will do with logic, scriptural references, history, and 
the testimony of saintly persons. Na hi ninda nindayiturh 
pravartate apt tu vidheyarh stotum, "The purpose of a cri- 
tique is not to find fault in others; it is to establish the proper 
conclusion about the subject." The truth must be revealed to 
enlighten sincere students. Yena istarh tena gamyatam, "Ulti- 
mately everyone is free to follow their desired path." 

In one work which explains the gist of Srimad- 
Bhagavatam, Sri Vallabhacarya explains that three types of 
language are used therein: (1) Samadhi bhasa — the lan- 
guage of trance; (2) Laukiki bhasa — the language used in 
material descriptions; (3) Anyabhasa — language other that 
the above two. The last two support the first. {Srimad- 
Bhagavatartha-prakaranam 1.11,12): 

esa samadhi-bhasa hi vyasasyamitatejasah 
laukiki canyabhasa ca samadheh posike tu te 

This verse indicates that in Srimad-Bhagavatam repeti- 
tions and apparent contradictions will be found owing to the 
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fact that it is not all written in the Laukiki bhasa, or the 
langauge of the common man. Therefore, in explaining this 
verse, Vallabhacarya says that in Srimad-Bhagavatam it ap- 
pears there is glorification of knowledge, contradiction be- 
tween earlier and later parts, and defects of repetition, but 
in reality such is not the case. He says that this can be 
resolved by knowing that there are three types of languages. 

Here the founder of Pusti-marga has recognized two types 
of apparent problems: (1) contradictory parts of a story, (2) 
repetition of some statements. Vallabhacarya and other com- 
mentators recognize these apparent problems in Srimad- 
Bhagavatam and have tried to resolve them. In light of this, 
it is inconsistent that some commentators insist on labeling 
Chapters Twelve, Thirteen, and Fourteen as spurious by cit- 
ing the same defects other commentators have resolved in 
other sections of the Srimad-Bhagavatam. In the case of Srila 
JTva Gosvami, he has resolved these contradictions in a simple 
manner, and thus he sees no reason for rejecting them. Lai 
GosvamI sees this as an affront, however, and has made many 
harsh comments about Srila JTva Gosvami. 

The internal disharmony or contradiction in the Srimad- 
Bhagavatam can be resolved if it is demonstrated that these 
chapters have been accepted by previous acaryas. Then 
there is no reason for debate. Giridhara Lai has also ac- 
cepted this principle. Commenting on verses 10.11.10-20 
he writes: "Some commentators have explained these eleven 
verses and some have not, but because they are found in 
the books and they are not against the topic under narra- 
tion, we shall explain them." Then he comments on these 
eleven verses although they have been left out by even 
Vallabhacarya. 

On the other hand, Srila JIva Gosvami has reconciled the 
apparent inconsistencies of Chapters Twelve, Thirteen and 
Fourteen. Therefore he says there is no reason to consider 
these chapters spurious. If a commentator is unable to resolve 
the contradiction, it is because of his deficiency in scholarship 
and not receiving the grace of the Lord. Amazingly, Lai tries 
to blame those who have solved the problem. Indeed it is 
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easier to label the three chapters spurious rather than delve 
into them and see how wonderfully they fit into Srimad- 
Bhagavatam. It is said, dhananjaye hatakasam pariksa 
vidyavatarh bhagavate pariksa, "One's scholarship is tested 
in Srimad-Bhagavatam just as gold is tested in fire." 

To explain Lai's objections I begin with an extract from 
Srila JTva Gosvamrs Vaisnava Tosanl In this way readers 
can have a better sense of Lai's objections. In commenting 
on Bhagavatam 10.12.1 Jiva Gosvami writes: 

We see no reason why some people do not accept the 
three chapters, i.e. Twelve, Thirteen, and Fourteen; and 
the six verses beginning with 1 0.6.35, and verse 1 0.6.44 
which explain the liberation of Putana. These pastimes 
are known to people all over the land by hearing from 
their superiors. Numerous commentators of old as well 
as modern ones have explained these chapters. Some 
of these commentaries are Vasana-bhasya, Sambandhokti, 
Vidvat-kamadhenu, Suka-manohara, and Paramaharhsa 
Priya. If someone says that these are not authentic, being 
unacceptable to their sampradaya, then, by the same 
logic, why not consider them authentic since they are 
accepted by other sampradayas? 

One cannot say that in the Srimad-Bhagavatam Lord 
Krsna is not mentioned as Aghabhid, the killer of 
Aghasura, like Murabhid, the killer of Mura demon. In 
3.15.23 of the Bhagavatam He is called Aghabhit, the 
destroyer of the Agha demon or dispeller of sins, yan na 
vrajanty aghabhido racananuvadac chrnvanti ye'nya- 
visayah kukatha matighnih. One cannot say that these 
pastimes described in the chapters in question are not 
mentioned in the Bhagavatam list of the Lord's pastimes, 
because Srldhara Svami has mentioned them in his lists. 
Thus when Sridhara Svami says dvatrimsat trisatam ca 
yasya vilasat sakha, "It has 335 chapters," he does not 
mention that three chapters are not included, because 
his commentary is available with the chapter numbers 
mentioned and the same verses in them. Nor should one 
think that some other three chapters are to be accepted 
as interpolated. (Supporters of the interpolation theory 
have translated the word dvatrimsat trisatam as 332, 
which it appears to be at a cursory look.) This phrase 



348 



Sri Tattva-Sandarbha 



hasa dvandva-samasa of thewords dvatrirhsat (32), traya 
(3), and satani (hundreds) — dvatrimsat ca trayas ca satani 
ca and the word satani (hundreds) means three hundred 
because in Sanskrit the plural means three or more. Here 
the number three is indicated by the kapinjala-alabhana 
nyaya,' otherwise the plural can mean any number over 
two and will remain ambiguous. If it is not accepted as a 
dvandva-samasa the word should become trisati 
according to the grammatical rules and not trisatam. 

These chapters should not be rejected because they 
go against the principle that demons killed by Krsna attain 
liberation. (Aghasura's liberation is described in theTwelfth 
Chapter after he was killed by Lord Krsna. The Madhvites 
do not accept that demons Krsna kills attain liberation. 
This is one of their reasons for rejecting these three 
chapters. They do not reject them on the claim that they 
were interpolated.) That the demons killed by Krsna attain 
liberation is described in Srimad-Bhagavatam. 

Bhagavad-gita 16.20 states: 

asurirh yonim apanna mudha janmani janmani 
mam aprapyaiva kaunteya tato yanty adhamam gatim 

"Birth after birth, attaining the species of demoniac life, 
O son of Kunti, such deluded persons, not attaining Me, 
sink down to the most abominable type of existence." 

This and other such verses state that demons go to 
the lower species not having attained Krsna. If they had 
attained Krsna, like the demons He killed, they would not 
go to the lower species. Thus it is said in Srimad- 
Bhagavatam (2.7.34,35): 

mallebha-kamsa-yavanahkapi-paundrakadyah 
anye ca salva-kuja-baivala-dantavakra- 
saptoksa-sambara-viduratha-rukmi-mukhyah 

ye va mrdhe samiti-salina atta-capah 
kamboja-matsya-kuru-srnjaya-kaikayadyah 
yasyanty adarsanam alarh baia-partha-bhima- 
vyajahvayena harina nilayam tadiyam 

1 Vasante kapiftjalan alabhet According to this Vedic injunction one should pertof m sacrifice in 
the spring season with kapifljata birds The number Is not indicated, but because it is in the plural 
case, three is accepted by the Purva mimamsakas Otherwise the statement remains unclear 
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"All demonic persons like Pralamba, Dhenuka, Baka, KesT, 
Arista, Canura, Mustika, Kuvalayapida, Kamsa, Kala- 
Yavana, Narakasura and Paundraka, great marshals like 
Salva, Dvivida, Balvala, Dantavaktra, the seven bulls, 
Sambara, Viduratha, and Rukml, as also great warriors 
from Kamboja, Matsya, Kuru, Srfijaya and Kekaya, and 
other great heroes who would all fight vigorously carrying 
bows, either with Lord Hari directly or with Him under His 
names of Baladeva, Arjuna, Bhima, etc. will attain 
liberation being killed by the Lord." 

The pastimes in the three chapters are also described 
in the Padma and BrahmSnda Purana, therefore they 
cannot be rejected as if they are not mentioned in other 
scriptures. Also, the sites where these pastimes occured 
are still popularly known in Vmdavana. We have no reason 
to reject the liberation of Aghasura thinking that it is not 
possible for a demon to achieve a destination similar to 
the one attained by a devotee. Besides, pure devotees 
do not covet such liberation, as is known from hundreds 
of verses. For example, Bhag. 3.15.48: 

natyantikam viganayanty api te prasadam 
kintvanyadarpita-bhayam bhruva unnayais te 
ye riga tvad-ahghri-sarana bhavatah kathayah 
kirtanya-tirtha-yasasah kusata rasa-jhah 

"Persons who are very expert and have knowledge of 
pure devotional service engage in hearing narrations of 
the auspicious activities and pastimes of the Lord, which 
are worth chanting and hearing. Such persons do not 
care even for Your mercy in the form of liberation, to say 
nothing of other less important benedictions like the 
happiness of the heavenly kingdom, which are destroyed 
just by a flick of your eyebrow." 

The six verses explaining that Putana attained the position 
of mother should not be rejected by those who are aware 
of the glory of such a post, thinking that such a destination 
is not possible for her. It should be known that she attained 
such a place due to the sad-ve£a, or the saintly dress of 
a gopt, as is clear from Bhag. 10.14.35: 

esam ghosa-nivasinam uta bhavan kirn deva rateti nas 
ceto visva-phalatphalam tvad-apararti kutrapyayan muhyati 
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sad-vesad iva putanapi sa-kula tvam eva devapita 
yad-dhamartha-suhrt-priyatma-tanaya-prana&ayastvat-krte 

"My mind becomes bewildered when I think what reward 
other than You* could be found anywhere. You are the 
embodiment of all benedictions. Even Putana and her 
family members, in exchange for her disguising herself 
as a gopi (female devotee), have attained you. So what 
will You give to these devotees of Vrndavana, whose 
homes, wealth, friends, dear relations, bodies, children 
and very lives and hearts are all dedicated to You?" 

Here the real cause of Putana's liberation was her 
dressing as a gopi, so only the position of gopi is being 
glorified. Vijayadhvaja Tirtha's attempt to reconcile the 
verses describing Putana's liberation with his 
understanding is unsatisfactory. 

One should not be bewildered just by reading the word 
gopi, referring to the women whose breasts Lord Krsna 
suckled during the one year period of the Brahma- 
vimohana-lila, and conclude that He could not have 
engaged in the rasa dance with the same gopis. The 
gopis whose breasts He suckled were of the same age 
as mother Yasoda, while those with whom He danced 
were His age. Thus there is no contradiction. In these 
chapters the glories of devotion, the devotees, and the 
Lord have been explained in an extraordinary manner, 
but these can be realized only by the special mercy of 
the Lord, hence these are very secret pastimes, as said 
by SrTSuka (Bhag. 10.13.3): 

srnusvavahito rajann api guhyam vadami te 
bruyuh snigdhasya sisyasya guravo guhyam api uta 

O king, kindly hear me with great attention. Although the 
activities of the Lord are confidential, I shall speak about 
them to you, for spiritual masters explain to a submissive 
disciple even subject matters that are very confidential 
and difficult to understand. 

This is enough of an explanation. 

In Brhad Vaisnava Tosani, SrTIa Sanatana Gosvami points 
out that the Tattva-vad! Vaisnavas, who consider liberation 
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the supreme goal of life, are intolerant of these three chap- 
ters and the seven verses concerning Putana's destination, 
for they describe demons attaining liberation and Lord 
Krsna's sucking the breasts of the elderly gopis. 

Sanatana Gosvami responds to the objection that Lord 
Krsna cannot perform Rasa-fila with the same gopis whose 
breasts He suckled when He expanded Himself into cow- 
herd boys during the Brahma-vimohana Ilia. Those gopis 
are on the same level as mother Yasoda and are not the 
same beloved young girlfriends with whom Krsna engaged 
in conjugal pastimes. 

As JIva and Sanatana GosvamTs make no mention of 
Vallabhacarya in their explanations, it is clear they were not 
trying to refute him. Sanatana Gosvami does, however, men- 
tion the followers of Madhvacarya known asTattva-vadis. 
Considering this, the Pusti-marga acaryas should not be 
offended by JTva GosvamT's conclusion nor attack him 
causticly as Giridhara Lai has done. 

In his essay, Giridhara Lai mentions Srila Baladeva 
Vidyabhusana making it clear that Baladeva predated him. 
Thus he had the advantage of hearing the previous argu- 
ments and counter-arguments. His critique is in Sanskrit and 
a complete translation would be excessive and impractical, 
so what follows is the gist of his arguments that the 
Bhagavatam has only three hundred thirty-two chapters.The 
response follows each point. 

$ 

It is clear that these three chapters are interpolated 
because of two defects: former and latter statements 
do not match, and repetition— the same verse appears at 
the end of the Eleventh and Fourteenth Chapters: 

evarn viharalh kaumaraih kaumararh jahatur vraje 
nilayanaih selu-bandhalr markatotplavanadibhih 

In this way Krsna and Balarama passed their childhood, 
below age five, in the land of Vrndavana playing hide- 
and-seek, building play-bridges, jumping about like 
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monkeys, and engaging in many other such games with 
the gowherd boys, ifihag. 10.1 1.59 and 10.14.61) 

The first verse of the fifteenth chapter reads: 

srhsuka uvaca 

tatas ca pauganda-vayah-sritau vraje 
babhuvatus tau pasu-pala sammatau 

gas carayantau sakhibhih samarh padair 
vrndavanam punyam ativa cakratuh 

Sukadeva GosvamT said: Thereafter when Krsna and 
Balarama reached the pauganda age (six years) while 
living in VYndavana, the cowherd men gave Them 
permission to tend the cows. In this way tending the cows 
in the company of Their friends, the two boys made the 
land of Vmdavana most auspicious by marking it with 
Their lotus feet. 

Thus there is a proper continuity between the last verse of 
the Eleventh Chapter and the first verse of the Fifteenth, 
because the earlier verses speak of Krsna and Balarama 
passing the kaumara age (below five) and the later verses 
speak of Their entering the pauganda age (above five). The 
interim three chapters describe Their kaumara pastimes and 
therefore they do not fit after the above quoted final verse of 
the Eleventh Chapter. Thus the repetition of the same verse 
at the end of the Fou rteenth Chapter shows that Sri Sukadeva 
GosvamT did not speak these three chapters. 

Vallabhacarya says they were added later to excite people 
by presenting such wonderous pastimes. Sri Sukadeva 
GosvamT, being a perfected sage cannot forget his earlier 
statement that Lord Krsna gave up the kaumara stage. Nor 
is it possible that he forgot to speak these three chapters 
and only after speaking verse 10.1 1 .59 did he suddenly re- 
member to narrate them. 

Response 
^ 

Verse 10.11.59, evam viharaih kaumaraih, is repeated at 
the end of Chapter Fourteen because of Sukadeva's ecstacy 
after telling the wonderful brahma-vimohana-lila. Srlla 
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Vyasadeva has declared the Srimad-Bhagavatam is the 
mature fruit of the tree of Vedic knowledge and it is full of 
rasa. In Anuccheda 29 of Tattva-Sandarbha, SrTIa JTva 
Gosvami describes how Sukadeva Gosvami gave up his at- 
tachment to impersonal Brahman after hearing the beauti- 
ful pastimes of the Supreme Personality of Godhead, sva- 
sukha-nibhrta-cetas tad vyudastanya-bhavo' py ajita-rucira- 
fila krstasarastadTyam (Bhag. 12.13.68). He tasted the rasa 
of the Bhagavatam by reciting it, and was completely im- 
mersed in it as is stated in the Padma Purana, Uttarakhanda, 
Bhagavata-mahatmya (6.101), rasa-pravaha-samsthena 
Srisukenerita katha: The Srimad-Bhagavatam was recited 
by Sri Suka, who was absorbed in the flow of rasa'.' There 
are similar statements in the Bhagavatam (10.80.5): 

suta uvaca 

vi$nu-ratena samprsto bhagavan badarayanih 
vasudeve bhagavati ni magna- hrdayo bravit 

Thus questioned by King Panksit, the powerful sage 
Sukadeva, son of Vyasa, replied, his heart fully absorbed in 
meditation on the Supreme Personality of Godhead, Vasudeva. 

According to the rules of rhetoric, although repetition of a 
word or verse is considered a defect in poetry, there are 
certain exceptions to the rule. The Sahitya-darpana (7.19), 
a standard work on rhetoric lists eleven exceptions: 

vihitasyanuvadyatve visade vismaye krudhi 
dainye 'tha latanuprase 'nukampayam prasadane 
arthantara-sankramita-vacye harse 'vadharane 

A repetition is not considered a defect in (1 ) restating the 
subject; (2) distress; (3) surprise; (4) anger; (5) dejection; 
(6) latanuprasa (a type of alliteration); (7) showing mercy; 
(8) pleasing someone; (9) arthantar-sahkramita-vacya- 
dhvani; a type of implied meaning; (10) happiness; and, 
(11) and confirming something. 

The pastimes described in Chapters Twelve, Thirteen, and 
Fourteen of the Tenth Canto are very wonderful and cer- 
tainly aroused deep ecstatic feelings in Sukadeva Gosvami 
causing him to lose external consciousness. 
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srisuta uvaca 

ittharh sma prstah sa tu badarayanis 

tatsmaritananta-hrtakhilendriyah 
krechrat punar labdha-bahir-drsih sanaih 

pratyaha tarn bhagavatottamottama 

Suta Gosvami said: O Saunaka, greatest of saints and 
devotees, when Maharaja Parlksit inquired from Sukadeva 
Gosvami in this way, Sukadeva, immediately remembering 
subject matters about Krsna within the core of his heart, 
externally lost contact with his senses. Thereafter, with 
great difficulty, he revived his external sensory perception 
and began to speak to Maharaja ParTksit about Krsna 
(Bhag. 10.12.44). 

Commenting on this verse, Srila Jiva Gosvami writes that 
the word punah (again) indicates that he went into such a 
state time and again. Lai comments that the word krechrat 
(with difficulty) means that they had to play musical instru- 
ments to bring Sukadeva back to external consciousness. 
Krechrat kara-tala-dundubhi-sahkhadi-vadya-yutastotradi- 
prayasat punah sanair tabdha bahir drsih drstih yena sah. 
Therefore, Sukadeva's repetition of the verse falls within one 
of the exceptions listed above. Hence there is no defect. 

Other examples of verses being repeated in the 
Bhagavatam are in the Seventh Canto where Narada Muni 
instructs Yudhisthira Maharaja and repeats three verses twice 
(7.10.48-50 are repeated in 7.15.75-77). No commentator 
ever labeled these verses spurious because they are re- 
peated. Narada Muni here gives instructions on 
varnasrama—noi on some wonderful esoteric pastimes of 
Krsna. Still he repeats these verses to give stress. Why 
then should it be considered spurious if Sri Suka repeats 
one verse, especially when speaking about one of Lord 
Krsna 's most wonderful pastimes which bewildered even Lord 
Brahma and caused Sukadeva to go into ecstasy? 

Moreover, the last verse of the Eleventh Chapter of the 
Tenth Canto is not found in some editions of the Bhagavatam. 
The Anvitartha Prakasa commentary states, ayarh sloko na 
sarvatrika, "This verse in not found in all editions." That refutes 
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Lai altogether. Still, if these three chapters were interpo- 
lated then it is unlikely that the person who did it would make 
such obvious mistakes that they could be so easily detected. 
Instead of writing long essays to disprove these three chap- 
ters, it would have been more proper for them to reject the 
fifty-ninth verse of the Eleventh Chapter. But as stated ear- 
lier, the real reason the authenticity of these chapters is chal- 
lenged is that they go against their philosophy. 

Again, verses 8.9.28 and 8.10.1 have the same meaning 
although composed differently. They are only separated by 
one verse and yet no one considers 8. 10.1 interpolated. The 
verse arthe hy avidyamane 'pi is spoken five' times in 
Bhagavatam— once by Lord Kapila in the Third Canto, twice 
by Narada Muni in the Fourth Canto, and twice by Krsna in 
the Eleventh Canto. This repetition is simply to give emphasis. 

Repetition also appears when the speaker tells about 
someone he has strong loving feelings for. In such cases 
the narrative is not handled in strict chronological order, be- 
cause the bhava, or the mood of the speaker, is what guides 
the narration. Thus the Tenth Canto is not meticulously chro- 
nological, nor is it necessarily without repetition. 

In the Third Canto, Uddhava does not mention these 
pastimes found in the disputed chapters during his 
meeting with Vidura.They are also not mentioned in Suta's 
list of the Lord's activities in the Twelfth Canto, nor in Brahma's 
list in the Second Canto, nor are they in the list of pastimes 
imitated by the gopis when Lord Krsna disappeared from 
the rasa dance. 

Response 
Hp 

One should not assume that these lists intend to include all 
of Krsna's pastimes. It does not follow therefore, that since 
the lists given by Uddhava, Suta GosvamI, and Brahma do 
not include the pastimes from the disputed chapters, and 
that since the gopis did not imitate them, the chapters are 
interpolated. Suta Gosvamrs list, (Shag.12.12.27-40), is the 
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most exhaustive, as he gives a summary of the Tenth Canto. 
Still, it does not include all the pastimes described, such as: 

The Lord's name-giving ceremony 
The Lord's mercy on Kubja 
The killing of the washerman 

The story of the Syamantaka jewel and the marriage of 
JambavatT and Satyabhama 
The liberation of King Nrga 
The marriage with Laxmana by shooting the fish 
Krsna's dealings with Sudama Vipra 
The Lord's trip to Kuruksetra to meet the cowherd people 
f The kidnapping of Subhadra 
The Lord's trip to Mithila 

The return of the six sons of Devak! from Yamapur! 

The Lord's visit to Maha-visnu with Arjuna 

Lord Balarama's pilgrimage tour 

The killing of Romaharsana Suta 

The release of Samba from the Kauravas 

Those who reject aghasura-moksa and brahma-mohana on 
the basis of their not being mentioned in any of the lists of 
Krsna's pastimes must then also consider the above four- 
teen pastimes spurious for the same reason, otherwise, their 
argument is inconsistent. 

The gopls and Uddhava, being guided by their bhava 
(emotional state), and not by a sense of accuracy, recalled 
specific pastimes for their own satisfaction, so to expect a 
complete list from them is illogical. Except for Suta GosvamI, 
who was giving a summary of the whole Bhagavatam, no 
one was attempting to list Krsna's pastimes in toto. Even so, 
Even Suta's list was not all-inclusive, as already shown. 

HSrinatha Cakravarti writes in his commentary on 
Snmad-Bhagavatam, called Caitanya-mata-Manjusa, 
that the liberation of the Yamala-arjuna trees is not 
mentioned in Suta's Twelfth Canto list of the Lord's pastimes. 
Similarly, the killing of Aghasura and the brahma-vimohana 
Ilia are not included in that list, as they are very confidential 
pastimes. This is a hasty statement born of zeal because 
Brahma does mention the yamala-arjuna-lila in verse 2.7.27. 
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Verse 1 0.26.7 states that the gopas related this pastime, 
and verse 1 0.30.23 mentions that the gopis imitated it. So 
even if not mentioned in the Twelfth Canto, it is mentioned 
elsewhere, but aghasura-lila is not mentioned anywhere; 
therefore, It is not part of Srimad-Bhagavatam. 

Response 
m 

Srlnatha CakravartT was an associate of Lord Caitanya and 
the initiating guru of Kavi Karnapura. Regarding the omis- 
sion of the Yamal-arjuna-Wa from Suta Gosvamrs list, Lai 
says that Srinatha Cakravarti made a hasty statement "be- 
cause of zeal," and cites the Second and Tenth Cantos to 
refute him. But it is Lai who is hasty to criticize Srlnatha who 
only points out that the pastime is not included in the Twelfth 
Canto list. He does not claim that the pastime is not men- 
tioned elsewhere. 

Furthermore, in some editions of $rimad-Bhagavatam 
aghasura and brahma-vimohana Was are mentioned in Suta 
Gosvamrs list. Therein verse 12.12.23 contains the line, 
aghasurbadho dhatra vatsapalava-guhanam, which trans- 
lates as "The killing of Aghasura and Lord Brahma's hiding 
the cowherd boys." Commentaries on this edition include 
Krama-Sandarbha, Sarartha Varsini, Bhakta Manoranjani, 
Vaisnava Tosanl, Bhagavat Candrika and so on. 

The bewilderment of Brahma goes against his own 
statement in the Second Canto (2.6.34): 

na bharatime 'nga mrsopalaksyate 

na vai kvacin me manasg mrsa gatih 
na me hrsikani patanty asat-pathe 
yan me hrdautkanthya-vata dhrto harih 

"O Narada, because I have caught hold of the lotus feet 
of the Supreme Personality of Godhead, Hari, within my 
heart, with great zeal, whatever I say has never proven 
false; nor my mind ever makes false decisions; nor are 
my senses ever attracted to the illusory objects. 
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Since Brahma has realized knowledge about the Lord, it is 
ludicrous for him to test Lord Krsna (as in brahma-vimohana 
lila). Indeed Lord Brahma was already blessed by the Lord 
as stated below (2.9.37): 

etan matam samatistha paramena samadbina 
bbavan kalpa-vikalpesu na vimuhyati karbicit 

O Brahma, just remain fixed in this conclusion by fixed 
concentration of mind and you will not be disturbed in the 
various types of creations in different kalpas: 

Also, it cannot be said that this blessing was applicable only 
in the matter of creation, since that goes against verses 30- 
32 of the same chapter: 

yavat sakha sakhyur iveia te krtab 
' praja-visarge vibhajami bho janam 
aviklavas te parikarmani sthito 
ma me samunnaddha-mado 'ja maninah 

0 my Lord, You have shaken hands with me just as a 
friend with a friend. I shall be occupied in Your service 
creating different types of living entities without any 
disturbance. I therelore pray that while engaged in this service 

1 may not become overly proud considering myself as unborn. 

trhbbagavan uvaca 

jnanam parama-guhyam me yad vijnana-samanvitam 
sa-rahasyam tad-ahgam ca grhana gadilam maya 

The Personality of Godhead said: Knowledge about Me, 
including its realization, is most confidential. Take it from 
Me, along with its secret meaning and its limbs as I 
describe it to you. 

yavan aham yatha-bhavo yad-rupa-guna-karmakah 
tatbaiva tattva-vijhanam astu te mad-anugrahat 

By My mercy let true knowledge about Me, as I am, about 
My existence, form, qualities, and activities become 
available to you. 

Proof that Lord Brahma has full understanding about Lord 
Krsna's supreme position is furnished by his own words 
(Shag. 2.7.27): 



Appendix Two 



359 



tokens jiva-haranam yad uluki-kayas 
trai-masikasya ca pada sakato pavrttah 

yad rihgatantara-gatena divi-sprsor va 
unmutanam tv itaratharjunayor na bhavyam 

Krsna is the Supreme Lord, otherwise how was it possible 
for Him to kill a giant demon like Putana when He was 
just a baby? How could He kick over a cart with His leg 
when He was only three months old, or uproot a pair of 
arjuna trees, so high that they touched the sky, by merely 
crawling in between them? No one else but the Lord could 
do such miraculous activities. 

Thus Lord Brahma lacks the independence to test Lord Krsna. 

Response 

igj£ 

Lord Brahma was blessed by Lord Krsna not to be bewil- 
dered by Maya. Moreover Brahma is in complete knowledge 
of Lord Krsna. So how can Brahma get bewildered? In Bhag. 
2.9.29-30 Lord Brahma asked a boon to remain free from 
pride while creating. From Bhag. 2.9.37 it is clear that the 
Lord's blessing protected him from Maya only in the matter 
of creating and not while participating in the Lord's pas- 
times. Those with a thorough understanding of the science 
of transcendental knowledge know that the Lord has two 
Maya potencies, Maha-maya and Yoga-maya. Maha-maya 
causes bewilderment and ignorance and makes the living 
entity a nondevotee. 

Yoga-maya also makes one forget Krsna as the supreme 
master, replete with all opulences, but this is to facilitate the 
devotee's participating in the Lord's pastimes. By the influ- 
ence of Yoga-maya, the devotee does not understand that 
Krsna is the supreme controller and that "I am His servant," 
because if devotees always think of Krsna as the Supreme 
Lord there could not be intimate pastimes of friendship and 
so forth. Only the majestic pastimes of master and servant 
would exist. An example of Yoga-maya is seen in Srimad- 
Bhagavatam 1 0.45. 1 : sri suka uvaca 

pitarav upalabdharthau viditva purusottamah 
ma bhud iti nijam mayam tatana jana mohinim 
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Sukadeva Gosvami said: Understanding that His parents 
have become aware of His opulences, the Supreme 
Personality of Godhead thought that this should not be 
allowed to happen. Thus He spread His Yoga-maya, which 
bewilders His devotees. 

Vallabhacarya divided maya into three — vimukha-jana- 
mohini, or that which bewilders the nondevotees, svajana- 
mohinl, or that which bewilders the Lord's devotees, and 
sva-mohini, or that which bewilders the Lord. In Gaudlya 
Vaisnava terminology the first is designated as Maha-maya 
and the other two as Yoga-maya. The Vaisnava acaryas have 
accepted similar divisions of the Lord's maya. Thus it is not 
an inexplicable novelty that Brahma was bewildered by Yoga- 
maya so that he could enhance Lord Krsna's pastimes in 
Vraja. . • 

Giridhara Lai's commentary on Bhagavatam 2.9.36 fur- 
ther reveals his critical nature, on account of which he forgot 
his own explanation. While commenting on 2.9.28, he writes 
that Lord Brahma requested the Supreme Lord to bless him 
that in the work of creation he should not become bound by 
pride. In Bhag. 2.9.36, beginning with etat, the Lord grants 
Brahma's request, telling him to be fixed in transcendental 
meditation on the philosophy spoken of in the preceeding 
four verses, the Catuh sloki Bhagavatam. The Lord says 
that if Brahma would always think in this way, he would not 
become possessed by lust, anger, and pride. Lai concludes 
"It must be understood therefore that if Brahma is overcome 
by lust, anger, and pride on occasion, it is from his forgetting 
this message." 

Lai says that the Lord's blessing applies only to the act of 
creation. And interestingly, he even says that sometimes 
because of forgetting this knowledge, Lord Brahma may be 
captured by Maya, although this is the very objection he 
raised earlier— that Brahma is blessed by the Lord and can- 
not be caught by Maya. 

What to speak of Brahma, even mother Yasoda was be- 
wildered by yogamaya when Krsna showed her the whole 
universe within His mouth (Bhag. 10.8.42): 
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aham mamasau patirjesa me suto 
vrajesvarasyakhila-vitta-pa sati 
gopyas ca gopah saha-go-dhanas ca me 
yan-mayayettham ku-matih sa me gatih 

It is by the influence of the Supreme Lord's Maya that I 
am wrongly thinking I am Yasoda, Nanda Maharaja is my 
husband, Krsna is my son, I am the wife of Nanda 
Maharaja, all his wealth of cows and calves are my 
possessions and all the cowherd men and their wives 
are my subjects. Actually, I also am eternally subordinate 
to the Supreme Lord. He is my ultimate shelter. 

Commenting on this verse, Lai accepts that the amount of 
bliss motherYasodS experiences in thinking of Krsna as her 
son far surpasses that experienced by considering Him the 
Supreme Lord. Knowing this, Lord Krsna expanded His 
Vaisnavl-maya which constitutes His internal potency. And 
further (10.8.43): 

ittham vidita-tattvayam gopikayam sa isvarah 
vaisnavlm vyatanon mayam putra-sneha-mayim vibhuh 

In this way when mother Yasoda, the gopl, understood 
the real truth, the Supreme Master, the Lord spread His 
Vaisnavi-maya on mother Yasoda, who was very 
affectionate towards Him. 

What's more, even Lord Krsna was bewildered for a muhurta 
(48 minutes), while fighting Salva (Bhag. 10.77.23, 24,28): 

nisamya vipriyam krsno manusim prakrtirn gatah 
vimanasko ghrni snehad babha$e prakrto yatha 

katham ramam asambhrantam jitvajeyam surasuraih 
salvenalptyasa nitah pita me balavan vidhih 

tato muhurtam prakrtav upaptutah 
sva-bodha aste sva jananusangatah 

mahanubhavas tad abudhyad asurtm 
mayam sa salva-prasrtam mayoditam 

When He heard this disturbing news, Lord Krsna, who 
was playing the role of a mortal man, showed sorrow 
and compassion. Out of love for His parents He spoke 
the following words like an ordinary conditioned soul, 
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Balarama is ever vigilant, and no demigod or demon can 
defeat Him. So how could this insignificant Salva defeat 
Him and abduct My father? indeed, fate is all powerful. 

By nature Lord.Krsna is full in knowledge, and He has 
unlimited powers of perception. Yet for a muhurta, out of 
great affection for His loved ones, He remained absorbed 
in the mood of an ordinary human being. He soon recalled, 
however, that this was all a demoniac illuson engineered 
by Maya Danava and employed by Salva. 

But the ultimate answer to this question is given by Sri 

Sukadeva in verse 10.77.32: 

yat-pada-sevorjitayatma vidyaya 
hinvanty anadyatma-viparyaya-graham 

labhanta atmiyam anantam aiSvararh 
kuto nu mohah paramasya sad-gateh 

By virtue of self-realization fortified by service rendered 
to His feet, devotees of the Lord dispel the bodily concept 
of life, which has bewildered souls without beginning.Thus 
they attain eternal glory in His personal association. How 
then, can that Supreme Truth, the destination of all 
genuine saints, be subject to illusion? 

Sukadeva's question is rhetorical. It means the Lord can never 
be bewildered by illusion, but for His pastimes He agrees to 
become the subject of His own yogamaya potency. One is 
further advised to consider Lord Brahma's statement in 2.7.42: 

yesam sa esa bhagavan dayayed anantah 
sarvatmanasrita-pado yadi nirvyalikam 

te dustararh atilaranti ca deva-mayam 
nai$am mamaham ili dhih sva-srgala-bhak$ye 

But anyone who is specifically favored by the Supreme 
Lord, the Personality of Godhead, due to unalloyed 
surrender unto the service of the Lord, can overcome 
the insurmountable ocean of illusion and can understand 
the Lord, but those who are attached to the body, which 
is meant to be eaten at the end by dogs and jackals, 
cannot do so. 

Whether Brahma's bewilderment was because of his forget- 
fulness of the Lord or by the independent will of the Lord, it 
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is not against the narrations and principles established in 
the Srimad-Bhagavatam. Further, because this pastime is 
related in the Padma Purana, which is accepted by Lai, as 
he quotes the Padma Purana in this regard, it cannot be 
against the conclusions of the scriptures. 

As stated earlier, when the Lord wants to enjoy His hu- 
manlike pastimes. He takes help from yogamaya. Other- 
wise He cannot engage in pastimes like stealing butter, feel- 
ing hungry, and so on, because He owns everything and 
hunger cannot touch Him. On the words atma-maya (Bhag. 
f 0.3.46), the son of Vallabhacarya, SriVitthalnatha, comments: 

Just as the illusory energy, Maya, the cause of material 
bondage, makes one forget one's real nature and causes 
attachment to the material world, in the same way this 
atma-maya makes a devotee forget his nature (as servant 
of the Lord) and causes attachment to the Lord (in a 
particular relationship). Because of the common attribute 
of making the jiva forget his identity, the atma-maya is 
also called maya. 

Vallabhacarya also says that maya is of three types — 
svamohini, which bewilders Krsna; svajanamohini, which 
bewilders the devotees; and vimukhajanamohini, which be- 
wilders the nondevotees. In the Gaudiya-sampradaya, 
svamohini and svajanamohini corresponds to Yoga-maya, 
which is the Lord's internal potency, and vimukhajanamohini 
is Maha-maya, the external potency of the Lord. If Lord 
Brahma is bewildered by the internal potency of Lord Krsna 
that is not out of the ordinary; it is consistent with so many 
other pastimes in the Srimad-Bhagavatam. 

This also clears up the objection that the Lord did not 
keep His promise to Lord Brahma, for His promise was in 
reference to Maya and not to Yoga-maya. Moreover, the Lord 
is independent and supremely powerful. Mundane consid- 
erations of morality, ethics and so forth cannot be projected 
on Him. God is transcendental to all such considerations. 
Hence, even if He did not keep a promise made to Lord 
Brahma, there is no blemish in His divine character. Rather, 
it becomes yet another facet of His wonderful pastimes. In 
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this particular case, however, Lai is proven wrong because 
the Lord did keep His promise to Lord Brahma. Lai has un- 
fortunately confused the Maya sakti with the yogamaya sakti 
of the Lord. 

You (Jiva GosvamT) are jumping over your own 
Wt3L acaryas and thus you are a rebel, acarya-drohi, be- 
cause Sri Madhvacarya, your own sampradaya acarya, did 
not accept those chapters nor did Sri Vijayadhvaja. 

Response 


Madhvacarya neither commented on these chapters nor said 
they were interpolated. If his not commenting on the three 
disputed chapters is the test of interpolation , then chapters eleven 
and fifteen, and many others throughout the Bhagavatam 
should be considered spurious because Madhvacarya did 
not comment on them either. Vijayadhvaja, an acarya in the 
same sampradaya, without explanation also did not com- 
ment on these chapters and never said they were spurious. 

Giridhara Lai counts Madhvacarya and Vijayadhvaja 
among those who regard these chapters spurious. 
Madhvacarya's Bhagavatam comments are brief and on se- 
lect verses, thus his neglecting to comment on these chap- 
ters does not substantiate Lai s thesis. In the case of 
Vijayadhvaja, scholars question the edition of Bhagavatam 
he commented on. In some places it shows extra verses, 
nay, extra chapters, and in other places many verses are 
missing. Even Madhvites have doubts about the edition he 
used. For example, the publisher of Bhagavata tatparya of 
Sri Madhvacarya has written: 

Although previously the original reading according to 
Vijayadhvaja was published, which is available, that is 
neither according to Vijayadhvaja nor according to Bhasya 
{Bhagavata tatparya of Madhvacarya). Vijayadhvaja's 
reading is strewn with defects. In certain places it appears 
as if someone who did not have good knowledge of the 
original has interpolated it and thus it appears doubtful, 
not very fine, and in places even contradictory to 
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Bhagavata tatparya. . .. At present the correct reading of 
Vijayadhvaja needs to be examined. . .. (Sarva Mula 
Grantha Volume III, Udupi, 1980.) 

Thus writes Govindacarya, a scholarly and staunch follower 
of Sri Madhvacarya. Lai would not have had better access 
to Madhva-sampradaya's manuscripts than this author. 

Sri Madhvacarya and Vijayadhvaja do not explicitly de- 
clare these chapters interpolated, but from the statement of 
6ri1a Sanatana Gosvami it is clear they avoided them. The 
reason, however, is not because they considered them in- 
terpolated but because the chapters go against their philo- 
sophical conclusions. Madhvacarya and his followers do not 
accept that demons killed by Krsnacan attain liberation. The 
following verses make it clear, however, that this is not the 
verdict of Sn'mad-Bhagavatam. 

sa nityadodvigna-dhiya tarn isvaram 
pibann adan va vicaran svapahchvasan 

dadarsa cakrayudham agrato yatas 
tad eva riiparh duravapam apa 

Kamsa was always disturbed by the thought that the 
Supreme Lord would kill him. Therefore when drinking, 
eating, moving about, sleeping or simply breathing, the 
King always saw the Lord before him with the disc weapon 
in His hand. Thus Kamsa achieved the rare boon of 
attaining a form like the Lord's. (Bhag. 10.44.39) 

tathaiva canye nara-loka-vira 

ya ahave krsna-mukharavindam 
netraih pibanto nayanabhiramam 

parthastra-putah padam apur asya 

Certainly other fighters on the Battlefield of Kuruksetra 
were purified by the onslaught of Arjuna's arrows, and 
while seeing the lotuslike face of Krsna so pleasing to the 
eyes, they achieved the abode of the Lord. (Bhag. 3.2.20) 

ye va mrdhe samiti-salina atta-capah 
kamboja-matsya-kuru-srnjaya-kaikayadyah 

yasyanty adarsanam alam bala-partha-bhlma- 
vyajahvayena harina nilayam tadiyam 
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All demonic persons like Pralamba, Dhenuka, Baka, Kesi, 
Arista, Canura, Mustika, Kuvalayapida, Karhsa, Kala- 
Yavana, Narakasura and Paundraka, great marshals like 
Salva, Dvivida, Balvala, Dantavaktra, the seven bulls, 
Sambara, Viduratha, and Rukmi, as also great warriors 
from Kamboja, Matsya, Kum, Srnjaya and Kekaya, and 
other great heroes who would all fight vigorously carrying 
bows, either with Lord Hari directly or with Him under His 
names of Baladeva, Arjuna, Bhima, etc. will attain 
liberation being killed by the Lord. (Bhag. 2.7.34) 

On the strength of these verses one may safely conclude 
that claims that demons killed by Krsna do not attain libera- 
tion, or that Putana could not attain the status of the Lord's 
mother and so forth, are not grounds for rejecting the said 
chapters as interpolated. Further, although Srila JTva 
Gosvami comes in the Madhva-sampradaya, as a follower 
of Mahaprabhu Sri Caitanya, he belongs to an offshoot of 
Madhva's line. Naturally there are some philosophical differ- 
ences as evidenced by the dvaitavada of Madhvacarya and 
the acintya-bhedabheda-vada of Srlman Mahaprabhu. 
Hence, to accuse Srlla Jiva Gosvami of being a rebel and 
envious of previous acaryas like Srlla Madhvacarya is un- 
founded. This is evident from Anuccheda 28 of Tattva- 
Sandarbha where Sri JTva refers to Srila Madhvacarya as 
the prolific preacher of Vaisnava philosophy, the chief among 
the knowers of the Vedas. Srila Jiva Gosvami cites 
Madhvacarya, but he does not promise to accept Madhva's 
philosophy in all respects. In a case of contention, Jiva 
Gosvami's ultimate fidelity lies with Caitanya Mahaprabhu 
and not with Madhvacarya. 

HYou (Jiva Gosvami) have said that these three chap- 
ters are popular. We ask then whether they are popu- 
lar among fools, scholars, or both? If they are accepted by 
fools, then certainly that does not prove their authenticity. If 
you say it does, then the bodily conception of life should 
also be accepted. Were they accepted by all scholars there 
would be no dispute. This automatically negates the third 
possibility. These chapters cannot be accepted simply because 
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of popularity, as reasoned by you. Even hundreds of blind 
men cannot see an object. 

Response 


Here Lai says that if fools accept these chapters and write 
commentaries on them that does not prove their authentic- 
ity. He is clearly implying that all who accept these chapters 
are fools and those who do not accept are scholars. Who 
but a fool will accept such definitions? Certainly these chap- 
ters are popular among scholars, and Srila Jiva Gosvami 
named but a few of them. To raise this question is in poor 
taste, for no one cites fools to support his case. This simple 
fact Lai does not understand, and so he asks, "Are these 
chapters popular with fools or scholars?" 

Among Vedic scholars, especially those who study 
Bhagavatam, it is accepted that the real test of scholarship 
is in understanding and commenting on the £rimad- 
Bhagavatam — vidyavatam bhagavate pariksa. Persons who 
comment on Srimad-Bhagavatam, therefore, cannot be com- 
pared to the fools mired in the bodily conception of life. For 
example, Bopadeva is said to have studied Bhagavatam 
twenty times from his teachers before attempting to write 
his commentary. 

Lai suggests that if hundreds of fools claim the disputed 
chapters bona fide, that does not make them so; but by the 
same token, if hundreds of fools say these chapters are in- 
terpolated, that does not make them so either. This reason- 
ing cannot apply to the stalwart scholars who have commented 
on Bhagavatam. If Lai insists that it does apply, then he should 
first have proven his immunity from this blindness. Calling 
Bhagavatam commentators fools is not a scholarly trait. 

PJS Moreover Vyasa Bhatta, the son of Sri Ramanuja's 
llQI disciple, rejected these chapters in his Suka paksiyam 
commentary on Srimad-Bhagavatam. Following in his footsteps, 
Sri Viraraghavacarya must have considered them spurious, al- 
though he commented on them because of their popularity. 
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Response 

5gj^ 

Here, by citing the examples of Vyasa Bhatta and 
VTraraghavacarya, Lai cites popularity as an argument to 
refute SrTIa Jiva Gosvamfs acceptance of the three chap- 
ters. Earlier Lai tried to refute SrTIa Jiva Gosvamrs argument 
of accepting them based on popularity. Thus Lai contradicts 
. himself by arguing for their popularity to support his view. 
The interesting thing is that VTraraghavacarya says, 

ita irabhya adhyaya-trayam praksiptam, iti vyasacaryair 
upeiksitam tathapi prayaso vyavahriyamanatvat kaiscid 
vyakhyatah/acca vyakhyayate. 

Vyasa Bhatta has not commented on them considering 
them spurious, but because these chapters are in vogue 
and have thus been commented on by some, I am also 
commenting on them." (Bhagavat Candrika 10.12.1) 

Viraraghava comments on these chapters because they are 
popular but Lai cites Viraraghava to attempt to prove the 
chapters spurious. Viraraghava makes no explicit mention 
that he considers the three chapters spurious. One may say 
that explicit mention is not necessary as the above quote 
clearly shows implicit agreement with Vyasa Bhatta. The fact, 
however, is that in 12.12.28 Viraraghava accepts part of the 
verse that mentions these Mas quoted earlier and he com- 
ments: Nispeso vadhah aghasurasya susamhara. . .. 
'Nispesa means slaying. Krsna killed the demon Aghasura.' 
This indicates that he did not considerthe three chapters inter- 
polated, rather he just mentioned that Vyasa Bhatta consid- 
ered them interpolated. 

H According to Padma Purana, the propagators of the 
Vaisnava sampradayas in the line of LaksmldevI and 
Lord Brahma are Ramanuja and Madhvacarya. They con- 
sider these chapters spurious. If you do not accept the opin- 
ion of Sri Madhvacarya, then your sampradaya becomes a 
mere cult. 
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Response 


In fact it is Lai and his acaryas who reject the opinion of the 
SrT and Madhva-sampradaya acaryas who have all com- 
mented on the six verses beginning withl 0.6.35. Still, 
Vallabha and his followers insist these verses are spurious. 
In his commentary on 10.6.35 Lai writes: 

atra yadyapi 'dahyamanasya dehasya' ity asya slokasya 
'kata-dhumasya' ity anenasahgateh spastattvat tan madhye 
satslokah praksipta ityahuh sri-mad-acaryas tathapi sarva- 
pustakesu darsanat te'pi vyakhyayante. 

Here, although the verse beginning from dahya manasya 
dehasya (10.6.35) goes along with the one beginning 
katadhumasya (10.6.41) and the six verses in between 
are interpolated according to Sri vallabhacarya, yet they 
are seen in all books and thus I comment on them. 

In his opinion the verses are so popular that he is forced to 
comment on them. Here he specifically says that these verses 
are found in alt editions — sarva-pustakesu. Of the two 
acaryas, Ramanuja and Madhvacarya, Sri Ramanuja did not 
write a commentary on Bhagavatam, and, as stated earlier, 
Madhvacarya did not directly say that these three chapters 
were interpolated. He simply did not write any commentary 
on them. And some followers of Ramanuja, like Sudarsana 
Suri and VIraraghava have commented on these chapters. 

No further comment is needed on this. In fact, although 
Vallabhacarya and his followers consider the three chapters 
spurious, many commentators in their line, including 
Vallabhacarya and Giridhara Lai, have commented on them, 
giving the excuse that they are popular among scholars and 
the masses. Yet Lai posed a question whether these chap- 
ters are popular among scholars or fools to attack Sffla JTva 
GosvamT. Even if they are popular among the masses, if the 
chapters are in fact interpolated, further commentary will 
only further mislead others. The conclusion is that these 
commentators were not themselves convinced that the said 
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chapters are interpolated. They were unable to reconcile 
them, thus they propagated the interpolation theory. 

WWt You (JTva GosvamT) quoted verse 3.15.23, to prove 
fjjfl thai the word aghabhil indicates killing of Aghasura. 
Here the suitable meaning is 'Ihe dispeller of sins" and that 
fits in the context. In Srimad-Bhagavatam the usage of the 
word agha means sin. (Lai quotes many verses to support 
this, two of which are 6.2.8 and 6.2.1 1 : 

etenaiva hy aghono 'sya Mam syad ag'ha-niskrtam 
yada narayanayeti jagada catur-aksaram 

The Visnudutas continued: Even previously, while eating 
and at other times, this Ajamila would call his son, saying, 
"My dear Narayana, please come here." Although calling 
the name of his son, he nevertheless uttered the four 
syllables na-ra-ya-na. Simply by chanting the name of 
Narayana in this way, he sufficiently atoned for the sinful 
reactions of millions of lives. 

na niskrtair uditair brahma-vadibhi 
tatha visuddhyaty agha-van vratadibhih 
yatha barer nama-padair udahrtais 
tad uttama-sloka-gunopalambhakam 

By following the Vedic ritualistic ceremonies or undergoing 
atonement, sinful men do not become as purified as by 
chanting once the holy name of Lord Hari. Although 
ritualistic atonement may free one from sinful reactions, 
it does not awaken devotional service, unlike the chanting 
of the Lord's names, which reminds one of the Lord's 
fame, qualities, attributes, pastimes and paraphernalia. 

Response 
$q 

There is no truth in the statement that the word aghabhit 
means only "dispeller of sin" and not "the killer of Aghasura." 
It can even have both meanings simultaneously as Aghasura 
is the personification of sin. Vallabhacarya accepts that the 
demons killed by Krsna represent various lower human 
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qualities. Since Bhagavatam is a kavya, a poetical composi- 
tion, it uses indirect methods to convey instruction. This was 
explained in Anuccheda 26 of Tattva-Sandarbha. 

Generally, proper nouns used in Srimad-Bhagavatam also 
have meanings related to their qualities. For instance, Bhisma 
also means "ferocious in fighting"; and Arjuna "one with pure 
character." So no Vedic injunction prohibits aghabhit as be- 
ing taken as a name of Krsna — the killer of Aghasura. 
Vallabhacarya and other commentators, including Lai, often 
give such double meanings to Krsna's names. For example 
Sri Vallabhacarya considers Putana the personification of 
ignorance. He writes, avidya-putananasta-putana, "igno- 
rance was killed" (Subodhini '10.6.13); and nara visesanani 
prakrta-gunanarh sarvesam samavayarthani, avidya hi 
navadha bhisika, The nine adjectives in this verse describ- 
ing Putana represent all material qualities collectively. Igno- 
rance causes fear in nine ways" {Subodhini 10.6.16). 

That the demons were personifications of lower qualities 
is also substantiated in Sri Krsnopanisad (14,15) 
dvesascanura-mallo'yam matsaro mustiko jayah. . .. 
aghasuro maha vyadhih kalih karhsah sa bhiipatih: "The 
wrestler Canura is the personification of hatred and Mustika 
is the personification of envy. Aghasura is the personifica- 
tion of disease resulting from sin, and King Kamsa is Kali." 
Therefore, the meaning Sri JIva has given to aghabhit— the 
killer of Aghasura — is not improper. 

ffM Sridhara SvamT has explained the term matarah — 
yj mothers, in verse 10.6.36. He says the plural form is 
used to remind one of the pastime of Brahma's stealing the 
calves— vatsa-harana-Ma. During this pastime Lord Krsna 
expanded Himself to become the sons of the gopis and thus 
He treated them as His mothers. This makes it improper for 
Him to perform rasa ma with the gopis as it is improper to 
dance with one's mother. This proves these six verses are 
spurious. 
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Sridhara Svamrs explanation is proper but Lai's conclusion 
is wrong. The Bhagavatam doesn't state that the gopis Krsna 
related to as mother during the Brahma-vimohana Ma were 
the same ones He danced with in the rasa-Ma. According to 
the principles set forth in rasa-sastra this would be consid- 
ered rasabhasa and be frowned upon by knowers of rasa. 
Since Krsna is the supreme taster of rasa, it is foolish to 
think He would perform such an act. Obviously, He performed 
the rasa-Ula with gopis other than the ones He treated as 
mother. 

The Srimad-Bhagavatam is the mature fruit of the Vedic 
tree of knowledge and is called the amala-purana. the spot- 
less scripture and thus cannot contain rasabhasa. Lai's criti- 
cism is unfounded and reveals he is not knowledgeable in 
the science of rasa. 

H Sridhara Svami explained these chapters out of cus- 
tom, and in the same spirit he took the term vyala- 
raksasat as Aghasura (1 0.31 .3). Actually it refers to the Kaliya 
serpent and demons like Trnavarta. In the beginning of the 
Tenth Canto he claims there are ninety chapters in it, but 
this is also done only out of custom. He indicates this in his 
invocation to the First Canto, sampradayanurodhena, 
paurvaparyanusaratah — "keeping strict adherence to the 
sampradaya and maintaining harmony between the earlier 
and later parts of the book."Thus he commented on all ninety 
chapters. Sampradaya refers to Bopadeva and others who 
accepted ninety chapters. By paurvaparavirodhena, or rec- 
onciling the earlier and later statements, he means that there 
are 332 chapters. 

Response 



The logic given in this argument is childish. How does a 
critic know that Sridhara Svami explained these chapters 
out of custom when Sridhara Svami himself never declared 
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them spurious? In his commentary on Bhagavatam, Sridhara 
Svami mentions the verses he considered interpolated. One 
such example is 1 .15.8. Then why would he be so unchar- 
acteristically enigmatic about these three chapters in the 
Tenth Canto, which is in the very heart of the Bhagavatam? 

In his invocation to the Tenth Canto he mentions twice 
that there are 90 chapters therein and does not say a word 
about interpolation. Still Lai dares to misinterpret his 
invocatory statements sampradayanurodhena, paurva- 
paryanusaratah. The direct meaning is "I (Sridhara Svami) 
will give the meaning (explain the significance) as I have 
studied in my guru parampara and there will be no contra- 
dictions in the earlier and later sections." 

These are the natural qualities of a good commentary. 
Lai's theory that Sndhara SvamT acted only to conform with 
custom yet factually disagreed with his own statements is 
completely beyond our understanding. If that is the case 
then Sridhara Svami is following sampradaya in name only. 
Even so, why does he bother to explain the word matarah, 
in verse 10.6.36, as related with brahma-vimohana HIS it he 
does not believe in it? Rather it goes against his promise 
that his explanation will have no internal contradictions. 

Moreover, even if he has explained these chapters only 
out of custom while lacking conviction, then we must believe 
that the custom of accepting these chapters was quite promi- 
nent. This custom must be among scholars because Sndhara 
Svami could not ignore it. This then lends support to the fact 
that these chapters are part of Srimad-Bhagavatam. 
Sridhara Svami never explicitly mentions that these chap- 
ters are interpolated. 

Thus we conclude that Sndhara Svami has no objection 
to these chapters and accordingly he translates the word 
vyala raksasa in verse 10.31.3 as Aghasura. Similarly, in 
commenting on the word mahasanaih in verse 10.2.1 he 
mentions that many have translated it as Aghasura. 
Vallabhacarya in his commentary, Subodhinl accepts that 
mahasana Could mean either a glutton or Aghasura. All 
these facts lead to one conclusion, that none of the 335 
chapter of Srimad-Bhagavatam are interpolations. 
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DAt this point Lai tries to refute Srila Jiva Gosvami's 
explanation of the phrase dvatrimsat trisatam, which 
is used by Sridhara Svami in one of his invocatory verses. 
Since Lai's explanation is all based on intricate grammatical 
rules, and only one who has studied Panini grammar can 
understand it, I bypass it in favor of stating his conclusion, 
which is that the Bhagavatam has 332 chapters. He says 
the number is usually stated for the readers' easy under- 
standing and that Srila Jiva Gosvami's explanation is very 
difficult and defeats the very purpose of giving the number. 
Hence the direct meaning, 332, is more logical. Thus, Lai 
proposes that Sridhara Svami considers these chapters spu- 
rious, and beyond that, owing to various defects in them, 
declares the said chapters interpolated. 

- Response 

$ 

Here again, Lai has misunderstood and failed to present 
convincing arguments to reject these chapters Srila Jiva 
Gosvami has grammatically explained the meaning of the 
phrase dvatrimsat trisatam as 335. Since the refutation of 
Lai's objection to this section is beyond the scope of those 
who have not studied Panini Sanskrit Grammar, we will not 
go into it. Srila Jiva Gosvami is not the only one who takes 
the phrase to mean 335. 

Around 1870 Varhsldhara wrote an explanation of the 
commentary of Sridhara Svami called Bhavartha-dipika- 
prakasa. Not much is known about his lineage, but he was 
definitely a Vaisnava. He quoted copiously from the work of 
Jiva Gosvami and Visvanatha Cakravarti Thakura. He agrees 
that the above phrase means 335, dva-trimsat ca sataniceti 
tripada-dvandvah. . .. tena panca-trimsad-adhika-sata-traya- 
sahkhyakan sakha ity arthah. Indeed he wrote a separate 
explanation of this, which he mentioned in his commentary 
on Sridhara Svami. Unfortunately that book is lost. 

Lai's statement that the number of chapters is mentioned 
for the easy understanding of the reader is indeed correct. He 
argues that it is improper to give a complicated grammatical 
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explanation to prove the phrase means 335. This would have 
been a good argument had the verse in question (invoca- 
tion verse six) been composed by Sndhara SvamI, however, 
it is cited from the Padma Purana, Uttarakhanda 198.51. 
Sanat Kumara, who is one of the greatest jnanis, spoke this 
verse to Narada Muni, who is no fool. One can expect indi- 
rect statements from the Kumaras. Lord Krsna relishes when 
the sages speak indirectly (Bhag.l 1 .21 .35): 

veda brahmatma visayas tri-kanda visaya ime 
paroksa-vada rsayah paroksam mama ca priyam 

The Vedas, divided into three divisions, ultimately reveal 
the living entity as pure spirit soul. The Vedic seers and 
mantras, however, deal in esoteric terms, and I also am 
pleased by such indirect confidential descriptions. 

Indirect statements are not to be accepted as they appear, 
but need interpretation. An example of this are the verses : 

yayaharad bhuvo bharam tarn tanurti vljahavajah 
kantakam kantakeneva dvayam caplsituh samam 

The supreme unborn. Lord Sri Krsna, caused the 
members of the Yadu dynasty to relinquish their bodies, 
through whom He relieved the burden of the world. This 
action was like picking out a thorn with a thorn and then 
throwing them both away, not seeing any difference 
between the two. (Shag. 1.15.34) 

yatha matsyadi rupani dhatte jahyad yatha natah 
bhu-bharah ksapito yena jahau tac ca kalevaram 

The Supreme Lord relinquished the body which He 
manifested to diminish the burden of the earth. Just like 
a magician, He relinquishes one body lo accept different 
ones, like the fish incarnation and others. (Shag. 1.15.35) 

Here every commentator has interpreted the words vi/ahav 
tanurti (gave up the body) and jahau kalevaram (gave up his 
body) as giving up the bhava, or mood, and not the body 
itself, because the Lord's giving up His body does not make 
sense and goes against the philosophy of the Bhagavatam. 
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For similar reasons Srila Jiva Gosvami has interpreted 
the phrase from Sridhara SvamFs invocation, which only 
seems to mean 332, because actually there are 335 chap- 
ters. Also it is against the rules of Sanskrit grammar to trans- 
late dvatrirhsat trisatam as 332. 

Moreover, in the beginning of the Tenth Canto, Sridhara 
SvamT writes that the Bhagavatam has ninety chapters glo- 
rifying Lord Krsna in the Tenth Canto, krta navatiradhyaya 
dasame krsna-klrttaye. (Bhavartha-dipika 1 0.1 .1 ). After this 
he gives the break down of the ninety chapters, evarh 
navatiradhyaya dasame visadarthakah, "In this way the 
ninety chapters in the Tenth Canto contain detailed descrip- 
tions." Although Sridhara Svami has twice stated that the 
Tenth Canto has ninety chapters, Lai insists that he means 
eighty-seven, yet he accuses Srila Jiva Gosvami of going 
against the previous acaryas. 

Jiva Gosvami has said: "Since the attainment of lib- 
mj eration by demons Krsna killed does not conflict with 
Vaisnava principles, why not accept these three chapters.' 
This statement contradicts Vijayadhvaja Tirtha of the Madhva- 
sampradaya who explains that Putana went to hell. He takes 
the word jananigati (destination of a mother) to mean the 
place attained by sinners. Thus Madhvites, who are your 
predecessors, do not accept that demons killed by Krsna 
attain liberation. 

The line sad-vesad-iva putana (Bhag. 10.14.35 — which 
states that Putana attained liberation by appearing in the 
dress of a devotee, meaning gopi) is from the interpolared 
chapters and thus cannot be accepted as authoritative. 

Response 

This objection is automatically answered by the response 
given to "E". When Lai himself writes that demons killed by 
Krsna get liberation, there is no sense in citing Vijayadhvaja's 
opinion on the matter. How can he expect to argue both 
sides of the issue? 
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Verse 1 0. 1 4.35 may be from the disputed three chapters, 
but there are many other verses which state that demons 
killed by Krsna attain liberation (Bhag. 10.2.23): 

aho baktyam stana-kala-kutam jighamsayapayayad apyasadhvi 
lebhegaSm dhatrucitarh tato'nyam karri va dayalurh saranam vrajema 

The sinful Putana smeared deadly poison on her breasts 
and offered them to Krsna with the intention of killing 
Him. Even to her the Lord gave the post of nurse. Then 
who else is more merciful than Him whose shelter we 
can take? 

Commenting on this verse Lai himself accepts that Putana 
attained liberation. Dhatrya yasodaya ucitam tad dhama- 
prapti-rupam gatim lebhe prapatavatl. Evam aparadhavatya 
api yo muktirh dattavan. "Dhatrya, ornurse, means 'ofYasoda' 
who attained the abode of the Lord. The Lord who gave 
liberation even to she who was an offender." 

mVallabhacarya has accepted that the demons in these 
instances attained liberation though not the same 
destination of the devotees. You agree with this so you can- 
not blame our acarya. 

Response 
* 

We have no objection to this. Srila JIva Gosvami never blames 
Vallabhacarya anywhere in his discussion on the number of 
chapters in Bhagavatam. 

EYou argue that since the killing of Aghasura and the 
bewilderment of Lord Brahma are both mentioned in 
the Padma and other Puranas, this authenticates the ap- 
pearance of these Was in the Bhagavatam. But since the 
Padma Purana mentions these Was without giving details 
and makes no mention that they appear in Srimad- 
Bhagavatam, this fails to offer any substantial support to 
your case. 
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Response 

The fact that these lilas are mentioned in other Puranas 
serves to prove that they did occur and are not a concoc- 
tion. Thus there is every possibility of them appearing in 
Srimad-Bhagavatam, which Vyasadeva wrote specifically to 
narrate the pastimes of Lord Krsna. Verses 1 .5.36, 1 .5.39, 
1.7.7, 1.7.10 and 1.7.12 clearly establish that Bhagavatam 
was mainly compiled to narrate the pastimes of Lord Krsna, 
the Supreme Personality of Godhead. In fact these verses 
confirm that lilas barely referred to in the Padma and other 
Puranas, are elaborately described in the Bhagavatam. And 
because these pastimes are found in other sattvika Puranas 
their philosophical conclusions have to be accepted. Other- 
wise Lai and others have to explain why these lilas are de- 
scribed in other sattvika Puranas. 

Hit is not proper to reason that these lilas are included 
in the Bhagavatam just because they are wonderful. 
If this is the standard, then the wonderful lilas from Hari 
Varhsa, Visnu and Brahma-vaivarta Puranas should also be 
included. 

Response 

i$i 

This is Vallabhacarya's argument. He proposed that since 
these Was are wonderful, some scholar included them in 
Srimad-Bhagavatam to woo the readers, yet offered no proof. 
Thus Lai has made the error of building his case with un- 
substantiated evidence. Furthermore, Srila Jiva GosvamT 
never argued that these pastimes were included owing to 
being wonderful. 

HThe fact that the places associated with these lilas 
are found in Vmdavana does not prove the lilas are a 
legitimate part of Srimad-Bhagavatam. If so, then other lilas 
related with places such as Radha-kunda, Lukaluka 
Kandara, and so on, should also be included. 
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Srila JIva Gosvam! used this reason to support his logic as 
explained in the response to item "O." He is not exclusively 
using this logic to support his case. It is not that because 
places associated with these lilas are found in Vmdavana 
that the ///as are considered part of &rimad-Bhagavatam\ 
rather, because the Was are mentioned in the Bhagavatam. 
places associated with them are found in Vmdavana. This 
confirms the authenticity of the descriptions found in the 
Bhagavatam. 

WSt Tne explanation that those gopls whose breasts Lord 
ttm Krsna suckled were of the same age as mother 
Yasoda, and the gopls with whom He performed rasa-lila 
were young is not satisfying to scholars. There is no such 
rule that only the gopls equal in age to Yasoda had sons and 
not the young gopls. 

According to verse 10.5.23, Yasoda gave birth to Krsna 
in her old age, and even Lord Brahma will not claim that all 
the gopls who had sons were as elderly as Yasoda. The 
cowherd boys were the same age as Krsna and thus their 
mothers would have been young. It is highly improper that 
Krsna would engage in rasa-lila with them after having drunk 
their breast milk during the one year period of brahma- 
vimohana-lila. So vatsa-harana lila is spurious. Also, it is ludicrous 
that boys around five years old would feed on breast milk. 

Response 
«t 

In his Vaisnava Tosani commentary on 10.29.6, Sri Jiva ex- 
plains that the gopls who danced with Krsna had no sons, 
otherwise rasabhasa would result. The statement that they 
were feeding milk payayantah sisun (1 0.29.6) does not nec- 
essarily mean nursing their own children. Sri JIva says they 
were feeding milk to the children of their brothers or sisters. 
JIva GosvamI did not say all the gopls who had sons the 
same age as Krsna were elderly like Yasoda. He says the 
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gopis with whom Krsna engaged in conjugal pastimes are 
different from those who nursed Him. Whether the gopis who 
nursed Krsna were elderly or young is not the issue. When 
he says that they were of the same age as mother Yasoda, 
he means they were elderly, not precisely the same age. 
This is explained in detail in Vaisnava tosanl 

It is not ludicrous at all that these five-year-old boys drank 
breast milk, as they were actually Krsna, who is acintya. He 
is inconcievable in every respect. He does not have to con- 
form to our conception of what ordinary boys do. He may act 
as an ordinary boy, but at any moment he can do something 
extraordinary. At age seven He lifted Govardhana Hill and 
performed rasa-Ma. Similarly, to please His devotees He may 
drink breast milk at age five. Actually, the milk He drank was 
love in liquid form. It is a medical fact that milk can appear in 
a woman's breast under certain extraordinary circumstances, 
such as during intense feelings of love. Furthermore, ac- 
cording to Srimad-Bhagavatam (4.9.50), when Dhruva 
Maharaja returned home after his penances in Madhuvana 
and met his mother, Sunlti, milk flowed from her breasts — 
payah stanabhyarh susrava netrajaih salilaih sivaih. Dhruva 
was six years old at that time. Similarly, out of love for Krsna 
milk would flow from Yasoda's breasts even when Krsna was 
past the age of drinking breast milk. A number of Bhagavatam 
verses attest to this phenomenon: 

kridantarh si sutarh balair ati-velam sahagrajam 
yasodajohavit krsnarh putra-sneha-snuta-stani 

Krsna and Balarama, being attached to Their play, were 
playing with the other boys although it was very late. 
Therefore mother Yasoda called Them back for lunch. 
Because of her ecstatic love and affection for Krsna and 
Balarama, milk flowed from her breasts. (Bhag. 1 0.1 1 .1 4) 

krsna krsnaravindaksa tata ehi stanam piba 
alarh viharaih ksut-ksantah krida-sranto siputraka 

Mother Yasoda said: My dear son Krsna, lotus-eyed 
Krsna, come here and drink the milk of my breast. My 
dear darling, You must be very tired because of hunger 
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and fatigue from playing so long. There is no need to 
play any more (Bhag. 10.11.15). 

ya&oda varnyamanani putrasya caritani ca 
Srnvanty aSruny avasrak$it sneha-snuta-payodhara 

As mother Yasoda heard the descriptions of her son's 
activities, she poured out hertears, and milkflowed from 
her breasts out of love. (Bhag. 10.46.28): 

This happens when Krsna had left for Mathura, which means 
He was more that eleven years old. 

tah putram arikam aropya sneha-snuta-payodharah 
harsa-vihvalitatmanahsisicurnetrajairjalaih 

The mothers, after embracing their son, sat Him on their 
laps. Due to pure affection, milk sprang from their breasts. 
They were overwhelmed with delight, and the tears from 
their eyes wetted the Lord. (Bhag. 1.11.29): 

According to Srila Rupa GosvamT in the Bhakti-rasamrta- 
s/ndnu (3.4 .45), the flowing of breast milk is the ninth sattvika 
bhava in vatsalya-rasa — navatra sattvikah stanya-sravah 
stambhadayasca te — when Krsna manifested as the cow- 
herd boys in brahma-vimohana iila, the gopls manifested 
this ninth sattvika bhava and fed breast milk to Krsna who 
was disguised as the cowherd boys. This is described in 
10.13.22. 

These verses describe Lord Krsna's activities after the 
dama-bandhana-lila. During this pastime Lord Krsna ran from 
mother Yasoda who was unable to catch Him. Certainly he 
was no longer a crawling baby fed on breast milk. If it is 
possible for elderly mother Yasoda to have breast milk, then 
why not for the younger gopis when Krsna came to them 
disguised as their sons? 

WSM The statement that the girlfriends of Krsna were of 
the same age is also untenable because the Adi 
Purana mentions that the young gopis desired to enjoy with 
Krsna, who was just a small boy. 
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The Adi Purana may have such statements and perhaps 
refers to a different kalpa, but this is not the principle in 
Srimad-Bhagavatam. And even so, the Adi Purana only 
states that the young gopis desired to enjoy with baby Krsna 
but does not state that they dld.The combination of a five-year-old 
lover and grown up woman is counted as rasabhasa accord- 
ing to the Sahitya sastra which gives us the rules of poetics. 

According to Sahitya darpana, a standard book of rasa 
theology, if the rati (attachment) is existing in only one part- 
ner (alambana-vibhava), that causes rasabhasa, a distur- 
bance to the proper ebb and flow of transcendental mel- 
lows. Bahunayaka-visyayam ratau tathanubhaya-nisthayam 
(S.d. 3.263) If a heroine has rati tot many heroes, if raft' ex- 
ists only in the hero or only in the heroine then it is consid- 
ered an improper situation for rasa. Hence, if the grown up 
gopis were to enjoy conjugal love with child Krsna that would 
be improper. Their relationship is then marred with rasabhasa. 
According to Bhakti-rasamrta-sindhu this is called vibhava 
vairupya, or improper combination of lovers (Brs. 4.8.13). 

Rasikas, or those who are expert in tasting rasa, such as 
Sukadeva GosvamI, frown on such possibilities and it is not 
possible that rasabhasa appears in the Srimad-Bhagavatam, 
which is glorified as the amala-puranam, free from all de- 
fects (Bhag. 12.13.18). 

According to Srimad Bhagavatam 1 .1 .3, rasikas are rec- 
ommended to taste this rasa-sastra — pibata bhagavatam 
rasam. Others, ignorant of the intricacies of rasa, may take 
pleasure in reading rasabhasa. 

D According to the Amarakosa, angaria means a young 
woman, and it is used in various places in Srimad- 
Bhagavatam to indicate the gopis (.vrajahgana). This usage 
defeats the argument that the gopis were of the same age 
as Yasoda. 

You (Sffla JIva GosvamI) say there are no statements in 
the disputed chapters that contradict those of other chapters 
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of Srimad-Bhagavatam; rather the statements establish the 
glories of the devotees of the Lord and that this understand- 
ing is realized by the special favor of the Lord. Such ideas 
may be welcome by your friends and followers but we see 
many contradictions. 




We have no objection to interpreting angaria as young dam- 
sel, because Krsna did perform the rasa dance with such 
vrajariganas. Its use in 1 0.8.24, however, refers to gopis who 
witnessed the childhood pastimes of Krsna who were both 
young and elderly. Why would the elderly gopis not enjoy 
witnessing His bala-HIS? Angaria can also refer to women in 
general, so the claim that it exclusively means young women 
is not accurate. 

The real meaning of angana is 'a woman with beautiful 
limbs' {prasastani ahgani yasyah sa angana — Ramasvamf 
commentary on Amarkosa 3.6.5). According to this defini- 
tion, though Yasoda is elderly, she is angana and her beauty 
is described in verses 10.9.3,10 where she is referred to as 
iubhru, 'one with beautiful eyebrows,' and sumadhyama, 
"one with a beautiful waist.' Thus Lai's objection that the 
gopis who nursed Krsna could not be elderly owing to being 
referred to as angana is refuted. 

H Verse 1 0. 1 2.29 describes that the demigods became 
unhappy and demons like Kamsa became happy 
when Krsna entered the mouth of Aghasura. This infers that 
Kamsa witnessed the killing of Aghasura. Later, in verse 
10.36.18, Narada narrates to Kamsa the killing of these 
demons which seems inappropriate, since he had seen the 
killing of Aghasura. This proves that the Twelfth Chapter of 
the Tenth Canto is not part of the Srimad-Bhagavatam, as it 
does not fit properly. 




Narada's narration to Kamsa regarding the killing of Aghasura 
might be inappropriate if Kamsa had inquired about it. 
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However, Narada volunteered the information so there is no 
contradiction. Narada Muni did not read Karhsa's mind and 
then think, "Karhsa already knows about the killing of 
Aghasura, having witnessed it, so there is no need to nar- 
rate it." Moreover, there is no proof that Kartisa witnessed 
the killing of all the demons. And even if he witnessed all of 
them, and Narada knew it, there is nothing wrong in narrat- 
ing them again because his purpose was to incite Karhsa's 
anger so that he would immediately call Krsna and Balarama 
to Mathura. 

Even if Kartisa had not seen the killing of Aghasura, he 
knew that Krsna killed the demons sent to Vraja. This is evi- 
dent from the following verses: 

karhsena prahita ghora putana bala ghStint 
iiiums cacara nighnanti pura-grama-vrajadisu 

While Nanda Maharaja was returning to Gokula, the same 
fierce Putana whom Karhsa had previously engaged to 
kill babies was wandering about in the towns, cities, and 
villages, doing her nefarious duty. {BhagA 0.6.2) 

daityo namna tma-vartah karhsa-bhrlyah pranoditah 
cakravata-svarupena jaharasinam arbhakam 

While the child was sitting on the ground, a demon named 
Trnavarta, who was a servant of Karhsa's, came there 
as a whirlwind, at Karhsa's instigation, and very easily 
carried the child away into the air. {BhagA 0.7.20) 

He was sending demons one after another who were get- 
ting killed as is evident from the above verses. Even if the 
Twelfth Chapter, Tenth Canto is discarded, Lai is still left with 
his objection. Somehow he overlooked this fact out of zeal. 

Another reason why Lai's objection is baseless is that 
verse 10.12.29 does not actually mean that Kamsa person- 
ally saw Lord Krsna entering the mouth of Aghasura and felt 
elated. Rather, the demons headed by Karhsa, karhsadyah, 
who witnessed this act, felt jubilant. It is not necessary that 
Karhsa was personally present. It could also mean that 
Kartisa got the news through his spies and felt happy. Lai 
also explained it in this very way in his commentary: 
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tada ghana-cchada deva tihayad dha-heti cukrusuh 
Jahrsurye ca karhsadyah kaunapas tv agha-bandhavah 

At that time the demigods who were hiding behind the 
clouds cried out "Alas! Alas!" out of fear. But the friends 
of Aghasura, the meat eating demons headed by Katiisa 
felt elated. (Shag. 10.12.29) 

Lai comments: 

kartisa adirmukhyo niyanta ye$am te kaunapah 
kunapa&na raksasastu jahrsurityanvayah...carah sadyah 
eva gatva kathanat karhsadi namapi tajjnanamiti jneyam. 

The demons who are called kaunapa because they eat 
corpses (kunapa) and whose controller or chief is Kamsa 
became happy. This is the proper arrangement of words. 
The messengers immediately went and informed Kamsa, 
therefore Kamsa also knew about it. 

It is surprising that even after Lai comments in this way, he 
raises an objection based on Karhsa's personal presence. 

Chapter Twelve, verses 26 and 27, describe that the 
Lord knew the cowherd boys were unknowingly en- 
tering the mouth of the great python Aghasura and wanted 
to stop them. The Lord was surprised that they entered any- 
way and considered this to be an act of Fate. 

This is entirely against the personality of the Lord who is 
the controller of fate and is called satya-sarikalpa, or one 
who has an unfailing will. If He has to marvel at Fate then 
we should worship Fate and not Krsna. Moreover, the devo- 
tees are controlled by the will of the Lord and not by Fate. 
This has been established by an acarya (Srila Visvanatha 
Cakravarti Thakura) of your sampradaya in Madhurya 
Kadambini. 

Verses 10.13.16,17 explain that after the calves and cow- 
herd boys were stolen, Lord Krsna did not understand what 
had happened to them. Later on He could understand the 
reality. This type of ignorance is not possible in Lord Krsna, 
who is called sarvajna and sarvavit in the Vedas— the all- 
knowing person. 
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Response 



It was explained In response to "D" that the Lord has three 
types of maya. One of them is sva-mohini, or which bewil- 
ders even the Lord. If the Lord always remains fully con- 
scious of His magnificence, He will not be able to manifest 
His sweet humanlike pastimes. For the sake of lila He be- 
comes covered by His own maya and so do His devotees. 
Thus both the Lord and His devotees may appear covered 
by ignorance, but this is only to accomodate the inconceiv- 
able pastimes of Krsna Lord Krsna performs humanlike 
pastimes, which means He does not manifest His aisvarya 
and that's why His pastimes are most pleasing— (lila-madhuri 
is one of the four special characteristics found only in Krsna). 

PfTi Since you (Jiva Gosvami) have disrespected the pre- 
WMt. decessor acaryas there is absolutely no possibility 
that you have received even a drop of mercy of the Lord; 
rather you are envious of both guru and Bhagavan. So to 
say that these pastimes are very confidential and that they 
are understood by the special mercy of the Lord is a foolish 
statement uttered out of excessive pride and befitting only 
people like you. Since Bopadeva accepts these chapters, 
he falls in the same class. The conclusion of the intelligen- 
tsia is that only people with blind faith accept these chapters 
as part of Sn'mad-Bhagavatam. 

Response 


Srlla Jiva Gosvami has not disrespected the previous 
acaryas. Although he comes in line from Madhvacarya, he 
is a follower of Lord Caitanya's acintya-bhedabheda, which 
has some differences with the dvaitavada of Madhvacarya. 
It is meaningless to assert that Srlla Jiva GosvamI is envi- 
ous of guru and Bhagavan. He has shown that these chap- 
ters naturally fit in Sn'mad-Bhagavatam and explain the Lord's 
wonderful Mas. This is in accordance to the will of Lord 
Caitanya. So how can he be envious of the Lord? 
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In this way I have addressed in brief the major objections 
that Chapters Twelve through Fourteen of the Tenth Canto 
Twelve are not authentic and shown that Giridhara Lai's 
claims are all unfounded. As explained before, my purpose 
in responding to Lai's criticisms is not to belittle his exalted 
position as an acarya in the Pustt-marga sampradaya or 
discourage his followers. As a devout follower of 
Vallabhacarya he did his duty by attempting to support his 
predecessor acSrya, but he went too far by directly criticiz- 
ing Srila Jiva Gosvaml with harsh words. Hence, it becomes 
the duty of Srila JTva Gosvamrs followers to answer Lai so 
all unbiased readers can decide the outcome. The philoso- 
phy of acintya-bhedabheda of Lord Caitanya is the essence 
of Srlmad-Bhagavatam. We present a few more facts to fur- 
ther clarify the matter. 

As mentioned earlier, Lai's objections can be divided in 
two classes — those based on internal contradiction and 
those based on tradition. The internal contradictions have 
been resolved and some light was shed on the traditional 
acceptance. From studying the available commentaries, a 
chart has been prepared to show what commentators con- 
sidered the disputed chapters interpolated and wrote com- 
mentary in refutation. (See Table VII) 

Srila JTva Gosvaml lists the following commentaries, which 
are now lost, but which accepted the three chapters: Vasana 
Bhasya, Citsukhi, Sambandhokti, Vidvat-kamdhenu, Suka 
Manohara, Paramahamsa Priya of Bopadeva, Hanumad 
Bhasya and so on. Comparing all these commentaries we 
see that most of the commentators have accepted the three 
chapters as authentic. Even among those who reject them, 
most still commented on them. Though they all say the rea- 
son for their commenting is that the pastimes in the three 
chapters are popular, had they shown the courage of their 
conviction by not commenting they would have been more 
convincing. 

In fact there are only three commentators who did not 
comment on these three chapters and out of them, only one 
says that these three chapters are interpolated. The rest of 
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the acaryas have commented on them even if they do not 
accept these chapters as bona fide. So from the commen- 
taries, it is clear that most are in favor. 

Saiikaracarya was a disciple of Govlndapada, who was a 
disciple of Gaudapada. Gaudapada wrote several literary 
works and in his commentary on Uttara Gita, a book on yoga, 
he quotes from one of the disputed chapters of the Srimad- 
Bhagavatam (10.14.4). This indicates that he considered 
these chapters authoritative. In the Sankara-sampradaya, 
he is considered a direct disciple of Sukadeva GosvamT. If 
that has any weight then his opinion is most authoritative. 
Modern scholars consider he was present late in the Sixth 
Century. Sankara himself accepted these pastimes as au- 
thentic. This is clear from his Govindastaka, Prabhoda 
SudhSkara, and Sahasra-nama Bhasya. Citsukhacarya 
came in Sarikara's line and from his Citsukhi commentary 
on Srimad-Bhagavatam it is clear that he accepted these 
chapters. Srldhara SvamI was also initiated in the Saiikara- 
sampradaya and he considered Citsukhi authoritative. Thus 
the claim that Srldhara SvamI wrote just out of custom has 
no basis. Rather, he followed the parampara which is much 
older than Pusti Marga as well as dvaita-vada. Hence the 
acceptance of these chapters by the great scholar of Srimad- 
Bhagavatam and follower of Sankara, Bopadeva, is not 
inadvertant. 

The Gita Press, Gorakhpura, India, is well known for print- 
ing authoritative editions of Bhagavad-gita and Srimad- 
Bhagavatam. They make use of many manuscripts to bring 
out these editions. Any differences in the readings are men- 
tioned in the footnotes. The Gita Press accepts the three 
chapters. So is the case with editions from other publishers. 

Traditionally, drimad Bhagavatam is recited for one week 
for material as well as spiritual gains. This practice comes 
from the BhSgavata Mahatmya mentioned in the Padma and 
Skanda Puranas. In this one week recital a fixed number of 
chapters are recited each day. The number varies accord- 
ing to the purpose. All the standard recitation schedules in- 
clude the 335 chapters. If only 332 chapters are recited, the 
participants do not get the desired benefit. 
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The most crucial problem which critics like Lai have care- 
fully avoided is the number of verses in the Bhagavatam. 
According to the Matsya, Visnu, and Skanda Puranas and 
the Narada Pancaratra, Srimad-Bhagavatam has 18,000 
verses. No one disputes this point. Garigasahaya, the writer 
of Anvitartha Prakasa, counted all the words of Srimad- 
Bhagavatam including the uvacas and chapter endings, 
added them up and divided by 32 to convert the whole 
Srimad-Bhagavatam into Anustup verses. This is the stan- 
dard way to count the number of verses. He did this thrice 
and his calculation was short by 1 Yi verses. He included the 
three disputed chapters and the seven verses from the Chap- 
ter Six of the Tenth Canto in his calculation. 

Somehow it may be possible to accomodate the short- 
age of one and half verses by comparing different editions, 
but if these three chapters and the seven verses are re- 
moved, the Bhagavatam will be short by about 21 0 anustup 
verses and there would be no way to compensate for this 
loss. It means that more than one percent of the total 
Bhagavatam would be missing. 

Vallabhacarya declared the three chapters and seven 
verses spurious and gave some simple reason to substanti- 
ate his idea. But actually he commented on these chapters 
and accepted their popularity. He does not seem to seri- 
ously reject these chapters. It is his followers who have made 
this a big issue and wrote a great deal about it. In this re- 
spect, Giridhara himself is guilty of stepping over his founder 
acarya of the suddha-dvaita sampradaya. 

Our conclusion is substantiated by verses from 
Purusottama-sahasra-nama or AThousand Names of Krsna, 
which was composed by Vallabhacarya. These names are 
all based on Krsna's pastimes narrated in Srimad Bhag- 
avatam. Vallabhacarya writes: 

purana-purusah visnuh purusottama ucyate 
namnam sahasram vaksyami tasya bhagavatoddhrtam 

"Lord Visnu, the oldest person, or the person who is glori- 
fied by all the Puranas is called Purusottama. I will recite His 
1000 names taken from Srimad-Bhagavatam': (Text 1) 
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ananta eva krsnasya lila namapravartika 
ukta bhagavate gudhah prakata api kutracit 

"Lord Krsna has unlimited names because of His unlimited 
Was. In Snmad-Bhagavatam these are mentioned directly 
and sometimes indirectly." (Text 3) 

atastani pravak$yami namani muravairinah 

Therefore I will recite these names of Lord Krsna, the 
enemy of the Mura demon, beginning from the First 
Canto. (Text 4) 

While listing the names based on Was in the Tenth Canto 
Vallabhacarya writes: 

aranyabhoktapyathava balalila-prarayanah 
protsahajanakascaivam aghasuranisudanah 

vyala-moksa-pradah pusto brahma-moha-pravardhanah 
ananta-murtihsarvatmajahgama-sthavarakrtih 

btamha-mohana-karta ca stutya atma sadapriyah (167-169) 

Here he clearly mentions the names based on the pas- 
times in Chapters Twelve, Thriteen, and Fourteen, such as 
killer of Aghasura, one who eats in the forest, liberator of the 
snake (Aghasura), cause of Brahma's delusion, who has 
unlimited forms (shown to Brahma), brahma-mohana-karta, 
or he who bewilders Lord Brahma. Further, in concluding he 
writes: 

haryai/es/ra-c;rfenas«hagai/a(asaoara( 
samuddhrtani namani cintamani-nibhani hi 

One whose heart is captivated by Lord Hari has extracted 
these names, which are like touchstone, from the ocean 
of Srimad-Bhagavatam. (252) 

This proves that Vallabhacarya was not convinced in his 
heart that the three chapters are spurious. The dvaita-vadis 
have reason to deny these chapters because they cannot fit 
them in their philosophy, but we see no reason why Pusti 
margiya acaryas have let loose their wrath when these chap- 
ters have nothing contradictory to their philosophy, except 
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for the personal liberation of Putana. Thus we suggest that 
the modern followers of Vallabhacarya reconsider the issue 
with an unbiased mind. 

Finally we would like to ask the following question. Who 
did the interpolation and when? No critic has furnished an 
answer to this. Indeed no one will ever be able to furnish 
one. Therefore with no substantial proof we have no reason 
to accept their claim that the three chapters and seven verses 
are interpolations. 

While it is convenient to brand anything incomprehen- 
sible as spurious, this is not a good idea. Especially in rela- 
tion to the Bhagavatam, which is giving us the essence of 
knowledge regarding the name, fame, qualities, and pas- 
times of the Supreme Personality of Godhead. There is fur- 
ther proof from sadhu and sastra that the Tenth Canto has 
ninety chapters. A renowned 16 Century poet of Kerala, 
Narayana Bhatta, composed a work called Narayaniyam, 
with 1 ,036 verses divided into twelve chapters. Each chap- 
ter corresponds to a canto of Srimad-Bhagavatam in the 
same order, i.e., Chapter Ten summarizes the Tenth Canto. 
It includes the killing of Aghasura and bewilderment of 
Brahma. He has composed twenty verses describing these 
pastimes. This means that scholars in Kerala considered 
these chapters part of Srimad-Bhagavatam. 

Similarly, the eighteenth century work, Sri-bhakti- 
rasayanam, written by the great Bhagavatam scholar Hari 
Suri, explains the first forty-nine chapters of the Tenth Canto 
in verse. Each chapter of his book corresponds to each of 
the forty-nine chapters of the Tenth Canto. Therein Hari 
Suri has accepted the three chapters that Lai disputes. 

Bopadeva, who is acclaimed as a great scholar of 
Bhagavatam, wrote in his Hari-lilamrta, nirodho dasama- 
skandhe navaty adhyaya iritah: "The Tenth Canto describes 
the topic nirodha. It has ninety chapters." Further on he writes: 

vadhasca vatsa-bakayos tathaghasura-bhoginah 
vatsa-cora-brahma-moho brahmana stavanam hareh 

The Tenth Canto describes the killing of Vatsasura, 
Bakasura, and the snake Aghasura. It narrates the 
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stealing of calves, Brahma's bewilderment, and 
glorification of Lord Krsna by Brahma. 

To drive home the final point we cite the following verses which 
clearly state that Srimad-Bhagavatam has 335 chapters: 

grantho'stadaia-sahasrahinmad-bhagavatabhidhah 
parfca-trimiottaradhyayas trisatl-yukta iivari 

O Parvati, the beautiful Snmad-Bhagavatam has 18,000 
verses in 335 chapters. (Gauri-tantra.Bhagavata 
mahatmya 2.26). 

Here Lord Siva explicitly states that Srimad-Bhagavatam has 
335 chapters. Therefore, on the authority of the greatest 
Vaisnava, Lord Siva, SrTIa JIva Gosvami's analysis of 
dvatrrhsat triiatam from the invocatory verse of Sridhara 
Svami to mean 335 instead of 332 is correct. 

skandhesu sarvesu gatarh bruve'ham 

adhyaya-sahkhyam Srunuta dvijendrah 
ekonavirhsa dasa ramaramas 

tathaika-trimsad-rasa-netra sankhyah 
nandendusamkhyah 6ara-candra-sammita£ 

caturdvayam cagrimake tathaiva 
kha-nanda-sankhyavidhu-vahni-safikhya 

adhyayasahkhyah kramatastririjpah 
(Kauilka-Samhita) 

O best of twiceborn, listen to me about the chapters in 
each Canto of the Srimad-Bhagavatam.Tbe First Canto 
has nineteen chapters; the Second, ten; the Third, thirty- 
three, the Fourth, thirty-one; the Fifth, twenty-six; the 
Sixth, nineteen; the Seventh, fifteen; the Eighth, twenty- 
four; the Ninth, twenty-four; the Tenth, ninety; the 
Eleventh, thirty-one; and the Twelfth, thirteen chapters. 

This totals 335. Devotees of Krsna accept Snmad-Bhagavatam 
as nondifferent from Him. Any act of reducing or cutting any 
part of this incarnation of the Lord in book form is compa- 
rable to the act of Jara, the hunter, whose arrow pierced 
Krsna's heel. Rejecting any part of the Tenth Canto is even 
worse because according to the Padma Purina, the Tenth 
Canto is not His heel, but the smiling face of Lord Krsna. 



